Purpose: Despite an overwhelming increase in the number of concept analyses published since the early 1970s, there are significant limitations to the impact of this work in promoting progress in nursing science. Design: We conducted an extensive review of concept analyses published between 1972 and 2017 to identify patterns in analysis and followed this with exploration of an exemplar related to the concept of normalization to demonstrate the capabilities of analysis for promoting concept development and progress. Methods: Scoping review of peer-reviewed literature published in the Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL) in which the terms "concept analysis," "concept clarification," and "concept derivation" appeared in any part of the reference. The original search returned 3,489 articles. This initial pool was refined to a final sample of 958 articles published in 223 journals and addressing 604 concepts. A review of citations of the original analysis of the concept of normalization resulted in 75 articles selected for closer examination of the process of concept development. Findings: Review showed a clear pattern of repetition of analysis of the same concept, growth in number of published analyses, preponderance of first authors with master's degrees, and 43 distinct descriptions of methods. Review of the 75 citations to the normalization analysis identified multiple ways concept analysis can inform subsequent research and theory development. Conclusions: Conceptual work needs to move beyond the level of "concept analysis" involving clear linkage to the resolution of problems in the discipline. Conceptual work is an important component of progress in the knowledge base of a discipline, and more effective use of concept development activities are needed to maximize the potential of this important work. It is important to the discipline that we facilitate progress in nursing science on a theoretical and conceptual level as a part of cohesive and systematic development of the discipline. Clinical Relevance: The absence of effective concepts impedes the ability to recognize, discuss, define, and conduct studies important to clinical practice and research. This article reflects the pressing need as well as the potential for concept analysis work to be approached in a way that promotes nursing science and enables conceptually sound research to improve clinical care.
Nursing has an intriguing and extensive history of conceptual work. Activity in this area grew alongside increasing interest in theory development during the late 1970s and 1980s. In addition to theoretical work, an emphasis on conceptual activity was evident in several prominent textbooks of that period (Chinn & Jacobs, 1987 , 2004 Norris, 1982; Walker & Avant, 1983 , 1988 . Initially, inquiry involving analysis of concepts was limited, and some journals were reluctant to publish such work. Over time, analyses could be found in an increasing array of journals, including in some of the more rigorous research and theoretical journals. The completion of a "concept analysis paper" became part of theory-related coursework in many graduate programs in nursing. Often the work was completed without any clear statement of the conceptual problem that led to the study or in a way that tied the results to solution of a clear and identifiable conceptual problem. Without a connection to an existing problem, linkage to progress in the related science also was lacking. Many of the concepts that have been the subject of analysis have been analyzed repeatedly, leading to redundancy along with a lingering lack of connection to scientific concerns.
In response to this growth of activity, critiques and proposals for alternative methods appeared (Morse, Mitcham, Hupcey, & Tason, 1996; Rodgers, 1989 Rodgers, , 1991 Rodgers, , 2000 Weaver & Mitcham, 2008) . In spite of continuing work in this area, there remains a significant concern regarding the impact of such activity on advancing nursing science. Gaps and limitations in current work lead to the possibility that the value of conceptually oriented inquiry is not realized in terms of scientific advancement. An emphasis on analysis of concepts, without a broader concern for concept development, undermines the need for theoretical advancement and improved abilities to understand situations and phenomena of interest in nursing. In addition to the narrow focus of conceptual activity on analysis, there may be a lack of rigor, restricted scope, and failure to approach conceptual work in a systematic way that leads to increasingly more useful and relevant concepts and theories. Yet, such conceptual and theoretical work is essential to the development of a cohesive body of knowledge in nursing. In light of this extensive history of conceptual work, an examination of the state of concept analysis in the discipline can shed light on trends, patterns, contributions, and limitations associated with this work. In this article, we conduct a comprehensive examination of the state of concept analysis work in nursing and critically examine trends in the literature as well as contributions to the advancement of nursing science. The existence, development, and continuing refinement of a repertoire of concepts is a hallmark of a scientific discipline. Understanding the state of conceptual work in nursing is essential to ensuring continued progress. Based on the scoping review, we discuss processes and examples for building research trajectories that lead to focused, progressive development of concepts that address significant problems in the discipline. Moving conceptual work beyond the level of analysis, and linking it to the resolution of problems in the discipline, is important to promote continuing and substantive progress in nursing science. Our intent was to survey the focus and scope of concept analysis scholarship and examine how the results of concept analysis can inform subsequent scholarship.
Methods
As we began to contemplate the use of concept analysis (inquiry designed to clarify or define a concept by identifying its constituent components and related elements) to advance the science of nursing, we conducted a scoping review to determine the status and range of use, including the analyses published, the concepts explored, and the methods used. The Cumulative Index to Nursing and Allied Health Literature (CINAHL) was chosen as the sole database to be searched since it is a primary source for nursing journals, and the number of concept analyses (n = 3,489) published in journals indexed in CINAHL was sufficient for this scoping review. The search was focused on the terms "concept analysis," "concept clarification," and "concept derivation" appearing in any part of the reference with a limit set to peer-reviewed sources. Date limits were not employed as we wanted to explore the evolution of the use of concept analysis methods. The vast majority of references (95%) were found using the search term "concept analysis." Each title was reviewed, and articles whose titles did not reflect concept analysis work were removed, along with editorials, research involving concepts only as part of theoretical frameworks, clinical articles, and articles published in a language other than English (n = 149). Next, abstracts were read and, again, articles that did not reflect concept analyses were deleted. Finally, entire articles were reviewed in order to determine appropriateness for the sample. For each article, the citation, concept of interest, and method of concept analysis used were noted. The final sample included 958 articles published between 1972 and 2016 in 223 journals. The references were managed using a combination of RefWorks and Excel. Analysis began with an analysis of journals that publish concept analyses, the qualifications and home country of authors, followed by which concepts have been analyzed and the methods used for the analysis.
Findings
The number of concept analyses published each year has been steadily increasing. The first article in the sample was published in 1972, and throughout the 1970s and 1980s the number of published concept analyses remained quite small. Beginning in the 1990s, however, the number of published concept analyses has steadily increased, reaching a high of 70 publications in 2015. This number has continued to increase, and in 2016 there were 79 concept analyses published by the end of November of that year.
Concept analyses were published in 223 journals between 1972 and 2016; half (51%) of the journals published only one concept analysis during the time included in this study. Another 36% of the journal sample published between two and five concept analyses. Six to 20 concept analyses were published in 25 journals (11%), and two journals (0.89%)-Advances in Nursing Science and Communicating Nursing Research-published 27 and 28 concept analyses, respectively. Overall, two journals accounted for more than 34% (n = 236) of the articles published (Journal of Advanced Nursing, n = 214; Nursing Forum, n = 112).
A subsample of articles was selected to identify qualifications of the authors. First, a list of articles alphabetized by the last name of the first author was developed, then random numbers were used to select 10% of the articles (n = 91) for further review. For each first author, we recorded the highest degree earned and the country of residence. The authors of 26% of the subsample had earned doctoral degrees, 57% had master's degrees, and 27% had bachelor's degrees. The authors of 59% of the concept analyses were from the United States. Canada was identified as the country of residence for 11%, and England the residence of 8% of authors. Sixteen additional countries were represented in the remaining 22% of the subsample.
Concepts and Analysis Methods
There were 604 distinct concepts in the literature retrieved. Although most concepts were analyzed only once (n = 461, 76%), a number of concepts were analyzed multiple times (twice, n = 78; three times, n = 27; four times, n = 12; five and six times, n = 6 each; seven times, n = 3; eight to nine times, n = 1; and the remaining nine concepts were analyzed 10 times or more). One concept was identified as analyzed 17 times in the literature reviewed.
Forty-three distinct methods of concept analysis were described in the articles included in this review. The most commonly used were the Wilson Method (Walker & Avant, 2010 ; n = 465), the Evolutionary Method (Rodgers, 2000 ; n = 213), the Principlebased Method (Morse et al., 1996 ; n = 47), the Hybrid Method (Schwartz-Barcott & Kim, 2000; n = 34), Concept Clarification (Norris, 1982 ; n = 25), and Dimensional Analysis (Caron & Bowers, 2000 ; n = 16). Authors of the analyses did not always indicate a specific method used in their inquiry, and in 29 articles the method was stated simply as "concept analysis." Although this type of approach was more common in the early 1990s, the use of this general term to explain the method continues (Ludin, Arbon, & Parker, 2013) .
It is possible that the terms used for the search may not have captured all articles involving analysis of concepts. Nonetheless, the literature reviewed shows a substantial body of literature addressing analysis of concepts and a steady increase in analytic activity. The status of such work involves international authors publishing in multiple distinct journals with analysis of an extensive array of concepts, using an array of established methods, and sometimes with multiple analyses completed on the same concept. We did not systematically assess the quality of the analyses as a part of this review but were focused primarily on the nature of the analysis activity. It was very evident in our review, however, that much of the work published as "concept analysis" takes place without a clear connection to a scientific or theoretical problem in the discipline. It is not uncommon for authors to focus on established or at least previously analyzed concepts conducting new analyses focused on highly narrow contexts. Another common feature is the lack of documentation of a clear conceptual problem to be addressed by the analysis and, as a result, limited connection to how the analysis moves the knowledge base of nursing forward. In other words, the analyses often are presented as an end point without regard for the broader and more important focus of concept development. Without addressing these concerns, particularly connecting analytic work to real problems and scientific movement, the importance of conceptual work in the science of nursing is likely to be undervalued and, thus, of less contribution to the field. The amount of conceptual work, though limited to analysis, may be impressive, but the approach often is not implemented in a way that enables conceptual work in the discipline to reach the full potential of advancing the knowledge base and the science of nursing.
Revealing the Contributions of Concept Analysis
As reflected in the prior section, concept analysis remains a lively area of nursing scholarship. Nonetheless, despite the volume of activity, well-regarded scholars have raised serious concerns about the merits of concept analysis and the contributions of completed analyses to advancing knowledge. As early as 1991, Diers described concept analysis as a predominantly academic exercise that rarely was linked to a research agenda. As such, she advised authors not to submit them to Image: Journal of Nursing Scholarship (now the Journal of Nursing Scholarship). More recently Draper (2014) , in an editorial in the Journal of Advanced Nursing, argued that concept analysis was "an intellectual dead-end" (p. 1208) that no longer was a useful form of nursing scholarship. In their critique of existing approaches to concept analysis, Beckwith, Dickinson, and Kendall (2008) identified methodological shortcomings that limited "deep enough understanding of concepts to enable and justify the theory development they underpin" (p. 1840). Criticisms such as these raise serious concerns about the contributions of concept analysis and the appropriate metrics for judging contributions. Despite these adamant assertions about the limited value of concept analysis, there have been few systematic efforts to examine the extent and ways in which published analyses have contributed to future knowledge development. Consequently, the intent of this case analysis was to trace the impact of a single concept analysis, Knafl and Deatrick's 1986 analysis of normalization, using citations as an indicator of impact. Further, the analysis examined the nature of the citations (e.g., providing support for significance; further conceptual refinement) to reveal the varying ways concept analysis informs subsequent research and theory development.
Methods.
We selected the analysis of normalization as our target case for two reasons. First, it was a relatively early analysis, thereby allowing time for possible impact. Second, since our intent was to undertake a critical review of the impact, we decided one of our own analyses should be used for the test case. The third author worked with a research librarian to identify published, English language articles citing the 1986 analysis of normalization through 2016. Citations were screened for duplicates and self-citations, yielding a final sample of 75 reports. The third author retrieved the full-text version of the articles for further analysis. A structured template was used to summarize the articles as to purpose, type (e.g., research report, review), placement of citation in the article (e.g., background, discussion), and reason for citing.
Results. Following a description of articles citing the
concept analysis of normalization, we addressed the positioning of the citation in the analysis (i.e., where in the article the analysis was cited). In addition to describing the positioning of the citation, the results consider the focus of the citation and the way in which the concept analysis contributed to the report. Positioning and focus. Seventy-five percent of the citations were in research reports, with relatively few citations in review or position papers. In review articles, the analysis typically was cited as an instance of a specific theme reflected in the literature. In position papers, authors cited the analysis to support a claim they were making, as when Anderson, Elfert, and Lai (1989) argued that normalization was reflective of the ideological underpinnings of Western medicine. In research reports, the analysis was most often cited in the discussion section of the paper, where the author addressed the applicability of the concept to the results of the study, discussed how the concept could be used to interpret study results, or how the results provided new insights about the concept of normalization. For example, citing the analysis, Kelly and Ganong (2011) discussed how normalization could contribute to the resumption of usual, but nonetheless ineffective, patterns of family interaction in single-parent and repartnered family structures. In these instances, the analysis was not cited in the background section of the manuscript as informing the aims or design of the study.
Sample.
Although occurring less frequently, the analysis also was cited in the background section of reports. In these instances, the citation was used to support the significance of the research or the rationale for undertaking the study. For example, in a study of parental perceptions of diabetes and glycemic control, Pattison, Moledina, and Barret (2006) cited the analysis when making the point that parents may value both glycemic control and living a normal family life. In these reports, since the analysis was not cited in the discussion section of the report, it was impossible to know if the results were viewed as supporting, extending, or refuting the concept analysis. In seven Review paper (n = 9) Amer, 1999; Anderson, Riesch, Pridham, Lutz, & Becker, 2010; Canam, 1993; Carter, Urey, & Eid, 1992; Coyne, 1997; Kelly, 1998; Kendall, 1997; MacAllister, Boyd, Holland, Milazzo, & Krupp, 2007; Scott & Scott, 1999 Position paper (n = 4) Anderson et al., 1989; Joachim & Acorn, 2000; Ridley, 1989; Tsimicalis, McKeever, Kavanagh, & Stevens, 2006 Research report, background section (n = 10) Delmar et al., 2005 Delmar et al., , 2006 Gabor & Farnham, 1996; Koch, Marks, & Tooke, 2001; Lee & Rempel, 2011; McCarthy & Gallo, 1992; Pattison, Moledina, & Barrett, 2006; Phillips, 1990; Sawyer, 1992; Shore, Austin, & Dunn, 2004; Williams, Corlett, Dowell, Coyle, & Mukhopadhyay, 2009 Research report, discussion section (n = 31) Ayres, 2000; Bossert, Holaday, Harkins, & Turner-Henson, 1990; Britton & Moore, 2002; Carlsson-Lalloo, Rusner, Mellgren, & Berg, 2016; Cowles & Rodgers, 1997; Faux, 1991; Finfgeld, 1995; Gantt, 2002; Gerace, Camilleri, & Ayres, 1993; Gravelle, 1997; Keim-Malpass, Stegenga, Loudin, Kennedy, & Kools, 2015; Kelly & Ganong, 2011; Kendall, 1998; Lowes, Lyne, & Gregory, 2004; Martinez-Marcos & De la Cuesta-Benjumea, 2014; McNamara, Dickinson, & Byrnes, 2009; Peck & Lillibridge, 2005; Radford, Thorne, & Bassingthwaighte, 1997; Rashid et al., 2016; Ray, 2002; Rechner, 1990; Rempel, Harrison, & Williamson, 2009; Rose, Mallinson, & Walton-Moss, 2002; Shandor Miles & Holditch-Davis, 1995; Shragge, Wismer, Olson, & Baracos, 2007; Spencer, Cooper, & Milton, 2014; Stewart, 2003; Thon & Ullrich, 2009; Watson, Kieckhefer, & Olshansky, 2006; Winkelman & Shapiro, 1994; Wuest & Stern, 1990 Research report, background and discussion sections (n = 7) Cronin, 2004; Gjengedal, Rustoen, Wahl, & Hanestad, 2003; Gulick, 2003; Rehm & Franck, 2000; Rehm & Rohr, 2002; Sanderson, Calnan, & Kumar, 2015; Tishelman & Sachs, 1998 Research report, concept development (N = 8) Lee & Rempel, 2011; Lindsay, 2014; Morse, Wilson, & Penrod, 2000; Rehm & Bradley, 2005; Rehm & Catanzaro, 1998; Robinson, 1993; Sanderson, Calnan, Morris, Richards, & Hewlett, 2011; Stubblefield & Murray, 1998 Other (n = 6) Cooley, 1998; Lynn-McHale & Deatrick, 2000; Rodgers, 1989 Rodgers, , 1991 Wade, 1999; Zeitzer, 2008 reports citing the analysis in both the background and discussion sections of the report, no conclusions were drawn about the implications of the results in terms of the need for further refinement of the concept. In contrast, eight reports reflected deliberate efforts to develop and refine the concept, with the authors addressing how their research both built on and extended the concept. Rehm and Bradley (2005) , in a study of families raising a child who was medically fragile and technology dependent, highlighted the ways in which these families did not show the attributes of normalization identified in the 1986 analysis. Rather, the parents in this study differentiated living a good life from living a normal life. The authors discussed how parents identified both normal and non-normal aspects of their lives, concluding that normalization is not an all-or-nothing experience. As such, their analysis yielded important insights about the applicability of the concept and the need for health professionals to recognize that it is not always an appropriate or achievable goal for families. In a study of adults with rheumatoid arthritis, Sanderson, Calnan, Morris, Richards, and Hewlett (2011) examined the intersection of the biographical disruption resulting from the condition and normalization processes. They identified six different patterns of normalization and contrasted the fluctuating normalization pattern with the attributes identified in the 1986 concept analysis. Morse, Wilson, and Penrod (2000) further refined the concept by studying how children with chronic conditions compared themselves both to other children with disabilities and non-disabled children when describing their own lives. These eight reports provide examples of how the original analysis contributed to further concept and theory development (Lee & Rempel, 2011; Lindsay, 2014; Morse et al., 2000; Rehm & Bradley, 2005; Rehm & Catanzaro, 1998; Robinson, 1993; Sanderson et al., 2011; Stubblefield & Murray, 1998) . There were six articles in the "other" category. These included citations to the analysis as an example of concept analysis or as a teaching strategy (Cooley, 1998; Lynn-McHale & Deatrick, 2000; Rodgers, 1989 Rodgers, , 1991 Wade, 1999; Zeitzer, 2008) .
Conclusions
As shown by the case analysis, concept analysis need not be an intellectual dead end. The case demonstrates how analysis can provide a solid foundation for further conceptual work, placing the analysis in the context of continuing concept development. This is in contrast to much of the implementation of analysis work in nursing, which treats the analysis as an end point as if it provides a conclusive answer to the nature of the concept rather than viewing it as part of a continuing process of development and scientific progress. This approach in nursing may be perpetuated further by grammatically incorrect titles such as "a concept analysis of X," which is a common form of presentation in the nursing literature. In concept analysis, the person doing the inquiry is not investigating X, but should be focused on the concept of X and the merits and weaknesses of the concept in regard to the needs of the science. That subtle shift places the emphasis, again, on the concept and the way the phenomenon is conceptualized for further research. Concepts often are discussed as key components of theory, and while they do occupy an important role in theory development, they also have significant theoretical power on their own. Concepts provide the ability to categorize, organize, label, discuss, and, consequently, to study phenomena of interest in the discipline. We suggest that investigators consider analytic work as a heuristic (Rodgers, 2000) that reveals the state of the concept, tying it closely to an established problem with discussion that facilitates further scientific progress, and maintain emphasis on the concept and the role of that concept in advancing science.
Analysis revealing the state of the concept also needs to be based on rigorous inquiry as we would expect in any other form of investigation. Viewing analysis as an initial step, or as a heuristic, facilitates later authors to use the results of the analysis in varying ways to support their own research and scholarly endeavors. This can contribute to a more systematic and cohesive progress in nursing science that fully utilizes the potential of rigorous conceptual and theoretical work. That initial foundation, however, must be based on work that adheres to high standards of scholarship, including the requisite aspects of research such as sample selection, analytic process, presentation of findings, and discussion tied to a conceptual problem that promotes further inquiry. We encourage nurse researchers, scholars, and students to approach analytic work with the same rigor they would interject into other studies, to look at analysis within the broader enterprise of concept and theory development, and to link in a systematic manner any conceptual and theoretical work to existing problems in the science. It is important to the discipline that we facilitate progress in nursing science on a theoretical and conceptual level as a part of cohesive and systematic development of the discipline. 
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